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LOCATION COMMENT 

v1 xlx par 3 It is stated that elevated concentrabons of rahonuchdes and 
SVOCs are confined to the upper 6 feet of sod and m most 
cases in the upper mches of sod How can thls statement be 
made when the shallowest sod bonng sample was a SIX foot 
composite startmg from the ground surface and the surfcial 
sod samples were taken to a depth of five cm3 Neither of these 
samples are appropnate for the root zone of plants Furthermore 
how can it be s a d  m most cases when all we have is a SIX foot 
composite and a five cm sample? 

Include a summary of m k  at the source wthout refenng to it 
as a hot spot 

v1 xx par 3 

Include a summary of hazard quobents mcluding m k  at the source 

Include a summary paragraph on the envlronmental evaluabon v 1  xx1 

v1 xx1 par 2 Overall this paragraph is good However the comparabdity of the 
human health and ecological nsk assessments in thls document are 
poor Whde PAHs and PCBs were mcluded as COCs for human 
health they were totally ignored m the environmental evaluatlon 
Also exposure assessment modeling performed for human health 
was not conducted or even considered for the envlronmental 
evaluatlon These are both major weaknesses of thls document 
and should be corrected m the fmal 

V1 p 1 25 par 3 Were radionuclide analyses of surficial soil samples analyzed 
at DQO Level V? 

V1 p 4 4 par 1 It is stated that when results exceed background by an order of 
magnitude or more it is ldcely indicabon of contaminatlon Ths  
essenbally states that all the background charactenzatlon work at 
the RFP was for naught. An order of magmtude is completely 
arbitrary Chemicals in excess of background should be 
considered to be potenbal contaminants pending process 
knowledge histoncal infonnahon etc This should c a w  the 
quesboning of the adequacy of the background charactenzatlon 
and possibley the stahsbcal analysis of the data 

With regard to literature reported ranges of background values 
they have no use at the RFP given the investment we have made 
in background charactenzabon Agan process knowledge and 
histoncal mformatlon should be used to questlon measurements 
in excess of background 

V1 p 4 4 par 2 

V1 p 4 5 Sec 4 1 
Par 1 

Compmng surface water with groundwater seems inappropnate 
Why is no background mformatlon avadable for surface water? 

How can one sediment background sample be statlstlcally valid? 

Overall the design of the background charctenzatlon program 



appears to be hghly questlonable 

What is the statlsucal power associated with the stat~~bcal 
tolerance inter~als7 Include m the final document 

v1 p 4 7  par 1 

V l p 4 9 p a r 2  

v1 p 4 12 par 3 

V1 p 4 13 par 2 

V1 p 4 14 lastpar 

V1 p 4 15 par 1 

V1 p 4 15 par 2 

V1 p 4 16 par 4 

V1 p 4 16 par 5 

v1 p 4 19 par 4 

V1 p 4 2 1  par 6 

V1 p 4 2 4  par 1 

V1 p 4 2 4  par 2 

V1 p 4 2 8  par 2 

V1 p 4 2 8  par 3 

VI p 4 3 0  par 1 

V1 p 4 3 0  par 2 

V1 p 4 3 1  par 4 

V1 p 4 3 2  par 1 

v1 p 4 3 4  par 3 

V1 p 4 3 6  par 3 

Why were mse blanks not analyzed for metals and radionuchdes7 

Three m e s  background is arbitrary Furthermore amencium 241 
plutomum 239 and 240 are not natural 

Two tunes background IS arbitrary 

When will the radionuchde results be avsulable7 These results 
should be mcluded m the final document 

An order of magmtude above background is arbitrary 

Three tlmes background is arbitrary 

Two bmes background IS arbitrary 

Three tunes background is arbitrary 

Two tlmes background 1s arbitrary 

Two tlmes background 1s arbitrary 

Four tlmes background is arbitrary 

Exceedlng background by an order of magnitude is arbitrary 

Three tunes background is arbitrary 

Exceeding background by an order of magmtude is arbitrary 

Two tlmes background IS arbitrary 

Two tunes background IS arbitrary 

Two tlmes background IS arbitrary 

Exceeding background by an order of magnitude is arbitrary 

Two bmes background 1s arbitrary 

Two tlmes background IS arbitrary 

Six tlmes background 1s arbitrary 

When wdl the 4th quarter 1991 sediment data be avadable? They 
should be presented in the final report 



V l  p 437 par 1 

V1 p 4 4 0  par 3 

V1 p 4-41 par 2 

V1 p 4-46 par 2 

V1 p 448  par 1 

V1 p 448  par 4 

v1 p 449  par 4 

V1 p 4 5 2  par 1 

V1 p 4 5 2  par 2 

v1 p 4 54 par 3 

VI p 468 par 3 

V1 p 470 par 2 

V1 p 4 7 0  par 3 

v1 p 5 19 par 3 

v1 p 5 37 par 1 

v1 p 5 45 par 3 

v1 p 548  par 3 

v1 p 5 59 sec 

Data should also be presented for analytes less that or equal to 
background We should not arbitranly delete data from the report 

Exceedmg background by an order of magmtude is arbitrary 

Exceedmg background by an order of magmtude is arbitrary 

Exceedmg background by an order of magnitude is arbitrary 

When wlll results from subsequent quarters m 1992 be avarlable? 
They should be mcluded in the final report 

Two umes background LS arbitrary 

How was background for biological ussues determined? The 
background data and stabstical methodologies employed 
should be mcluded in the final report In addiuon the staustlcal 
power should be mcluded in the fmal report 

Two and five umes background are arbitrary 

Why is 1 5 pCdg signlficant7 

With regard to SVOCs dud the RFP power plant hstoncally 
bum coal If so could h s  be a possible source at OU 19 Is there 
any informanon regarding inclnerator use at bulldmg 88 19 If so 
could this be a possible source of  SVOCs at OU 17 

A statement is made that only background concentrauons that 
exceed background by more than a factor of ten are considered 
mdicauve of contaminauon 
background for the determmabon of the nature and extent of 
contaminauon IS arbitrary 

Use of a factor of ten above background for the determmatlon of 
the nature and extent of contammauon is arbitrary 

Exceeding background by an order of magnitude is arbitratry 

Use of a factor of ten above 

T ~ I S  paragraph seems out of place for an RVRFI Report It should 
be deleted from the fmal document Mehtanogemc bactena is 
not correct It should be replaced with methanotrophic bactena 

For naphthalene should the solubility be 32 mgA3 

Trace elementdmetals above background or above ten umes 
background? 

Metals approaching background or ten umes background? 

The exposure assessment modeling for OU 1 did not include 



5 3 2  ecological receptors Secuon VIILC Attachment 11 of the RFP 
LAG states that DOE shall ubhze the Intenm F~nal k s k  
Assessment Guidance for Superfund Environmental Evaluatlon 
Manual m prepanng h s  plan Inspectlon of page 41 of thls 
document mhcates that exposure assessment modehg for 
ecological recptors 1s a requmment Futhermore to the extent 
possible exposure assessment modehg for human and ecological 
receptors should be combined The final document should mclude 
exposure assessment modehg for ecological receptors 

V1 p 5 63 par 2 Assuming that each IHSS is unlformly contammated over its entlre 
area is a very large assumptlon given that the sdicial  soil 
samphg program was not designed to evaluate the nature and 
extent of contammatlon at the indmdual IHSSs 

V1 p 6 2 last h e  

V1 p 6 4 Sec 6 2 2 Having to resort to two m e s  background does not reflect well 

Replace releases are with releases are or may m the future 

on the background charactenzauon effort at the RFP 

There has been no exposure assessment modeling conducted for 
ecological receptors which contradicts the IAG and EPA guidance 
mcorporated mto the IAG whlch was signed by DOE EPA and 
CDH Furthermore no attempt has been made to relate the 
exposure assessment modeling from the human health nsk 
assessment to the ecological nsk assessment 

Statmg that Hg exceeded background by less than 30 percent 
is arbitrary If trymg to discount it 

V1 p 6 6 par 3 

V1 p 6 7 par 3 Stamg that Hg and Pb exceeded background by less than twofold 
is arbitrary If trying to discount it 

V1 p 6 8 par 3 Are compansons to Rock Creek as a reference or control area 
vahd if it is a poor reference or control area7 

V1 p 6 9 par 3 

V1 p 6 10 par 2 

See comment for V1 p 6 8 par 3 above 

State in the final report very clearly what the measurement and 
assessment endpoints are Relate to the Workplan and Field 
Sampling Plan 

Is the first bullet true for PAHs and PCBs idenMied as COCs for 
the Human Health Fhsk Assessment that were ignored in the EE7 

The use of twofold above background is arbitrary 

V1 p 6 10 Sec 
6 2 4  

V1 p 6 11 1st 
bullet 

V1 p 6 11 4th 
bullet 

V1 p 6 12 par 2 

If Rock Creek is not a reasonable reference or control area thls 
bullet is quesuonable in value 

Is the current RFP water source industnal of municipal7 



V1 p 6 14 par 1 

VI p 6 15 Sec 
6 3 2  

V1 p 6 17 par 1 

V1 p 6 18 par 4 

V1 p 7 6  par 1 

V1 Table 4 1 

V2 Figure 2 11 

V2 Figures 4 3 thru 
4 12 

V2 Figures 4 49 
thru4 58 

V2 Figure 4 81 

These bullets do not include nsk at the source as requved by 
Sectlon VII D 1 b Attachment II of the IAG fisk at the source 
should be mcluded in the bullets in the final document In 
addibon nsk at the source should not be referred to as a hot spot 
unless the extent of contammatlon 1s a relabvely small fractlon of 
the size of a residentlal lot 

Explain the source of the two order of magmtude daerence 
between the current and future onsite worker m thrs pomon of 
the report (1 e dlfferent assumptlons regardmg exposre) 

With regard to arsenic radon and PAHs (from volcanoesr) these 
rrsk compansons are not appropnate for a Basehne Rsk 
Assessment and should be deleted from the final document Rzsk 
compansons are appropnate for the FeasibihtyKorrectlve 
Measures Study and should be located there 

If MSS 199 1 contammabon is sigIllficant relatzve to the 
residentlal lot size (approx 50 feet by 100 feet) it should be 
referred to as nsk at the source rather than a hot spot This change 
should be made to the final document at all appropnate locabons 

This nsk companson should be eluninated from the Baselme 
&sk Assessment m the final document Agam nsk cornpansons 
should be located in the FSKMS report since th~s is where nsk 
management belongs 

Why were PAHs and PCBs not evaluated m Woman Creek and 
SID sediments as indicated in (13)7 This is is a sigdicant 
deficiency How wlll h s  be recMied for the final RURFI and 
FS/CMSv 

Include method(s) of background determinatzon as footnotes 

Differemate between analytes not detected versus not analyzed 
in the final document "Ius is an important drfference for 
background determmatzon 

Include sediments in h s  figure 

Explam why no bomgs were placed in the intenor of MSS 1027 
How can we consider this RI/RFI adequate if sod samples in the 
mtenor of the IHSS have not been charactenzed? If data were 
collected in the Phase I and 11 RFYRI they should be summanzed 
in figures as well as the text in the final document 

See comment for V2 Figures 4 3 thru 4 127 

Inspectlon of this figure mdicates that suficial sod samples were 
not collected from IHSSs 103 104 107 145 and the former 
retenbon pond This indicates that surficial sod was not 
charactenzed For IHSSs 103 and 104 h s  may be acceptable 
as they are burred sources However explam the lmplicabons 



of no samphng at IHSSs 107 and 1457 

Are two samples from IHSS 119 2 and three samples from MSS 
119 1 sufficient to charcatenze the nature and extent of surficial 
sod contammauon7 

It 1s mappropnate that more sample locatlons are located outside 
the IHSSs than m i d e  the MSSs How does h s  lmpact DOES 
abhty to evaluate nsk at the source as reqwred by Secuon 
VII D 1 b Attachment II of the IAGV 

V2 Figure4 87 Ths figure mdicates that no sedment samples were collected in 
Woman Creek for the lU/RF'I at OU 1 If this IS true can we 
adequately Qscuss the impact of OU 1 on Woman Creek7 

Are the three monitonng statlons shown on h s  figure sufficient 
to evaluate the impact of OU 1 on surface water qualrty? These 
statlons appear to be upgradient of the bulk of the IHSSs at OU 1 
Thls is relevent smce the SID postdates many of the OU 1 MSSs 

Thls figure indicates that PRGs were part of the scoprng process 
at the RFP However this was not the case This figure should be 
modlfied or the text expanded to explam that PRGs were not 
determined 

V2 Figure 6 1 

V14 p XI par 4 The IAG Attachment I1 Sectlon VII D 1 b requlres DOE to 
evaluate nsk at the source Use of the term hot spot is only 
appropnate is the size is small to a residenbal lot of approx 
50 feet by 100 feet If h s  is not the case the term hot spot should 
not be used in the fmal document 

V14 p F2 1 par 3 When will the addihonal quarters of Phase III ground water data be 
avadable for 19927 These data should be mcluded in the fmal 
document 

V14 p F2 2 par 2 With regard to subsurface sod COCs it should mclude 1) 
subsurface releases and 2) surface releases currently covered by 
fill 

V14 p F2 2 par 3 The defmhon of a hot spot is inadequate Parttcular area should 
be defined as a small frachon of a residenhal lot sized approx 50 
feet by 100 feet The final document should be rewsed 
accordingly 

It is stated that the F Test compares the means between the site 
and background populabons However the F Test is used to 
establish whether or not the vanances of the samples are 
signficantly different The COC selechon process should be 
revisited and a revised COC hst prepared using appropnate 
stahsncal methodology pnor to the final document 

V14 p F2 6 par 1 

In addihon COCs should not be selected using OU averaged 
values since this dilutlon may result rn the loss of COCs for 
the nsk assessment All COCs should be selected such that 

I 



nsk at the source is sausfied 

V14 p F2 7 par 2 

V14 p F3 6 par 2 

V14 p F3 14 Sec 
F35 par 2 

Published mformauon regarding background concentrauons 
unrelated to the RFP should not be used m the COC process 
DOE has spent a lot of money on background charactenzauon at 
the RFP and ths should be the pnmary source As stated earher 111 
my comments process knowledge or histoncal mformahon should 
be used to ehminate analytes from selecuon as a COC rather than 
pubhshed data with no relahon to the FUT 

The RFP transiuon plan submitted to Congress and the plan 
submitted to the pubhc should be summanzed and referenced m 
the final document 

When wlll the data collected after August 3 1992 be avadable? 
This data should be mcluded m the final document 

V14 p F3 20 par 4 It is stated that u m u m  occurs m groundwater at OU 1 and that 
these radionuchdes are ughtly bound to sod pamcles With regard 
to uranium thls conficgts with Volume 1 page 5 44 paragraph 3 

With regard to the uncemnty analysis usmg LHS was correlauon 
between vanables mcludedv If not Why7 I would expect 
correlahon between density and porosity moisture content and 
density and molsture content and porosity 

V14 p F3 40 

V14 p F4 21 par 2 The uncemnty factors should be mcluded in the text. 

V14 p F4 21 Sec 
F447 

Was dermal contact mcluded for fluoranthene7 If not why7 
Include m the final document zf h s  was an oversight and 
is jushfied 

V14 p F4 23 par 3 See comment on V14 p F4 21 Sec F4 4 7 regardmg dermal 
contact for PAHs 

V14 p F4 23 par 4 With regard to PCBs see comment V14 p F4 21 Sec F4 4 7 
regardmg dermal contact 

V14 p F4 24 par 2 With regard to pyrene see comment V14 p F4 21 Sec F44 7 
regarding dermal contact 

V14 p F5 2 Table 
F5 1 

V14 p F6 6 Sec 
F63 par 1 

V14 p F6 7 Table 
F6 2 

Explain why exposure assessment and parameter assumpbons 
wll not possibly undereshmate nsk 

The reference to worst case hot spot locahon should be deleted 
Evaluahon of nsk at the source 1s required by the IAG The 
term hot spot should not be used unless its size is a small frachon 
of a 50 foot by 100 foot (approx ) residenhal lot. 

Dermal contact toxicity values associated with this table are not 
speclfied in Secuon F5 



Why is mhalahon of Pu not included for the future on site 
resident? @sk is 2 8 E 6) 

Why is rnhalauon of Pu not mcluded for future onsite worker? 
(RZskis2 1 E 6) 

For future onsite resident, it should be clearly mdxated m the text 
and tables that enwonmental concentrauons from outside the 
IHSSs were used to determine exposures concentrahons resulMg 
in dduuon for more of a populabon nsk number at OU 1 

The use of clean area is not appropnate termmology and should 

The use of the term hot spot should be changed to nsk at the source 
unless the hot spot size 1s a small fracuon of an approx 50 foot by 
100 foot residenual lot 

V14 p F6 8 Table 
F6 2 be replaced 

V14 p F6 9 Table 
F6 3 

For future onsite resident it should be clearly mdicated m the text 
and tables that envlronmental concentrauons from outside the 
IHSSs were used to determine exposure concentrauons resultmg 
m dduhon for more of a populabon nsk number at OU 1 

Note that the HI value for the future onsite resident is equal to 1 
Ths should be mdicated in the table 

See above comments for use of the terms hot spot and clean area 

The term hot spot should not be used 111 place of nsk at the source 
if the hot spot is larger than a small fracuon of a 50 foot by 100 
foot residenual lot sue 

V14 p F6 1 1  Sec 
F633  par 1 

V14 p F6 1 1  Sec 
F633 par 1 

The mhalanon nsk for Pu was not included 111 Table F6 2 

VI4 p F6 13 Sec 
F 6 3 4  par 1 

The inhalauon nsk for Pu was not included in Table F6 2 

V14 p F6 18 par 
2and3 

See above comments regardmg the use of the krm hot spot 

V14 p 6 18 par 4 Reference to OSWER DlreCuve 9355 0 30 Role of the Baselme 
fisk Assessment in the Superfund Remedy Selecuon Decisions 
would be preferable to c o m p m g  nsks with radon arsemc and 
PAHs h s k  compansons should be located m the FS/CMS report 
smce these fall into the area of nsk management. 

V14 p F6 24 Table Pu inhalauon nsk not included Explam why or add 
F6 6 

Use of the terms hot spot and clean area not appropnate See 
previous comments on the same 

See above comments regarding the use of the term hot spot V14 p F7 3 par 3 



V14 p F7 4 par 2 

V14 p F7 6 Table 
F 7 1  

V14 Attach F1 p 1 

V14 Attach F1 
Contaminant Ident 
T M p 2 1 4  

V14 Attach F7 
P 3 P X 3  

Compmson of OU 1 nsk with background is not appropnate for 
the Basehe Fkk Assessment as thrs falls mto nsk management 
I recommend referencing the OSWER Dlrecbve presented m my 
comments above 

PU lnhalabon nsk not mcluded Explam why or add 

In the last bullet state the specific subsurface sod contammants 
added for the excavauon scenano 

It is not clear that a hypothesis test such as the F Test or Bartlett s 
Test regarding poulauon vmances can idenufy stabsbcally 
signficant drfferences between means Two populabons can 
have idenbcal vanances while having very ddferent means Either 
explam in derad how these tests can prowde evaluahon of the 
means or uthze hypothesis tests designed to test the means 

It is stated that there is typically a posibve correlauon between 
inhalanon rate and body weight It is further stated that single 
values representawe of pmcular condihons were not idennfied in 
EPA literature so correlatlon between parameters was not 

V13 Env Eval 

included in the simulabons The latest issue of R ~ s k  Analysis 
(V 12 No 4 Dec 1992) mcludes an m c l e  by Smith et al enbtled 

The Effect of Neglectmg Correlabons When Propagatmg 
Uncemty and Esumabng the Populabon Distnbubon of fisk 
This artlcle as well as those mcluded in the references should 
be used either to 1) mdicate that thls pmcular COrrelabOn is not 
significant or 2) use the references to generate the correlabon 
between mhalabon rate and body weight and mclude in the nsk 
cdculahons 

V13 p n Secs 
E355 E362  and 
E3 7 3 

V13 p xv par 3 

No evaluabon is made regardmg current or future potenbal impacts 
to migratory blrds Migratory birds axe trust resources of the U S 
Department of the Intenor and the Colorado Department of Natural 
Resources T ~ I S  IS a cnt~cal issue to the natural resource trustees 
and should be included in the final document 

In addibon no evaluabon IS made regardmg current or future 
potennal unpacts to hsted and proposed endangered species 
These species are trust resources of the U S Department of the 
Intenor and the Colorado Division of Wddllfe Thrs is a cnt~cal 
issue to the natural resource trustees and should be included in the 
final document 

Although a genenc discussion of uncemty is mcluded in these 
secbons no evaluanon of uncertamty is included m secbons E4 0 
E5 0 and E6 0 The fmal document should contam a complete 
evaluabon of uncertiunty in these secbons 

Isn t the objecbve of the EE to determine whether these 
contaminants have or may adversely impact ecological receptors3 



V 13 p E 1 par 2 It is stated that EE s are not mtended to prove cause and effects 
However the EE should be designed to estabhh whether rnjury 
to biological resources as defined in 43CFR Part 11 has occurred 
or may occur rn the future In the case where there either is or may 
be injury it wdl be necessary to prove or disprove cause and 
effect This is a sigdicant lssue to DOE as a PRP and as a trustee 
and is also a significant issue for the remamng natural resource 
trustees 

V13 p E 5 par 3 DQOs were not identdied as called for in EPA gmdance and the 
NCP DQO development along with the FSP were prepared after 
the ecological field work was completed Furthermore conceptual 
model development was weak determinanon of data needs and 
determmauon of data analysis protocol postdated the ecological 
field work Although the IAG schedule may have dnven ths 
poor utdmtton of DQOs the fact rem= that the scoprng process 
for the EE was flawed from the beginning 

V13 p E 43 Sec 
E3 6 1 

Regardrng the data sources used in the exposure assessment, it 
is noteworthy that exposure assessment modeling was not 
integrated for the human health and ecological nsk assessments 
Ths is indicated by no reference to exposure assessment modehg 
from the human health nsk assessment 

Secnon VIII C Attachment II of the IAG states that DOE shall 
ut&= the Intern Fmal Rsk Assessment Gmdance for Superfund 

Environmental Evaluauon Manual m prepanng this (EE) plan 
Inspectton of page 41 of h s  document rndicates that exposure 
assessment modehg 1s an integral part of the EE 

The final document should integrate the human health and 
ecological exposure assessment modehng as appropnate 
and should goe beyond the modehg for human health if 
necessary for the EE 

Why does the conceptual model not include sedments? 

Given that sediments were not evaluated for PCBs and PAHs 
which occurred in OU 1 surficial sods can we have confidence 
that the conceptual model is complete? 

See my comments on V13 p E 43 Sec E3 6 1 

V13 p E 51 Sec 
E411 par l a n d 2  

V13 p E 52 Sec 
E 4 2  

V13 p E 54 par 1 The use of two three five and six bmes background is arbitraty 
The sigdicance of background exceedences should be related 
to process knowledge hlstoncal informanon etc 

V13 p E 55 par 2 With regard to chromium in soils is the chromum in the the 
uppermost (thin) soil honzon or is it in the upper SIX feet of 
the vadose zone? How effecuve will the organic layer be m 
influencing the state of chromium in the vadose zone7 

! 
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What is the depth of the lugh orgmc sod relattve to the 
chromium? 

What is the depth of hgh pH sod relattve to chromium? 

What is the mpact on the EE of havlng no sedunent data 
avsulable withm the OU 1 study area7 Does this have an 
mpact on uncemty7  

Both PCBs and PAHs were idenhfied in surface soils at OU 1 
What unpact is there on the EE for not mcludmg these as 
target analytes for biota? 

It is arbitrary to estabhsh a cutoff at a value of two tunes the 
background value What is the pomt of spendmg mfions of 
dollars d e f m g  background at the RFP if we wdl not adhere 
to it Agsun I quesuon the design and data analysis of the 
RFP background charactenzabon study 

V13 p E 61 par 1 
1st sentence 

V13 p E 61 Sec 
E 4 2 5  

V13 p E 62 Sec 
E431 par 1 

V13 p E 7 1 par 1 Thls paragraph indicates that Rock Creek is not a partxularly 
good reference area Is this true9 If so what are the implicabons 
for the EE and injury detenninabodquantdkabon per 43CFR Part 
117 If not addibonal text should be included as to why we believe 
Rock Creek is useful as a reference or control area. 

V13 p E 73 par 2 It is stated that all endpoint dlfferences for these habitat 
compmsons are explanable by site dlfferences What does 
this indicate regarding Rock Creek s utdity as a reference or 
control area? 

V13 p E 75 par 3 

V13 p E78 par 3 

See my comment onV13 p E 62 Sec 4 3  1 par 1 
and 

V13 FigureE3 5 1 

V13 Figure E4 1 1 

Seemy comment onV13 p E 62 Sec 4 3  1 par 1 
and 

V13 Figures E4 2 1 Where are the data for PAHs and PCBs m surficial sods at OU 17 
andE422 Ths is a senous omission which sould be corrected in the final 

document 

V13 Attachment 
E A  

Why aren t PAHs and PCBs mcluded in this Attachment? They 
should be added in the final document 


